Bill, a telephone call to the computer in Bristol could determine whether a victim had willed "Don't take my organs". Delay and deterioration could then be cut to a minimum. All transplant surgeons can cite cases where the relatives at first refused permission and then changed their minds when it was too late. The present system discourages even the most public spirited. It is distressing for the relatives and difficult for the doctors, and it stops lives being saved.' Uncertainty of the law 'Secondly, doctors often fear that by being involved in an organ donation they might in some way be contravening the law, with its present uncertainty of interpretation. Despite the issuing of donor cards, very few kidneys have been taken from donors or potential donors carrying cards. Even the carrying of cards became less popular after their legality was questioned in the House, if he will forgive me saying so, by the right hon. Member for Leeds, NorthEast (Sir Keith Joseph). I never had any great hope of the donor card system in the first place, for the very human reason that accidents are things that happen to other people, not to any of us, and therefore many of us forget to carry a card, even if we have one.
Besides, doctors are understandably nervous of the contrasting attitudes among coroners. The Bill takes the view of the Inner West London Coroner, Dr Gavin Thurston, who says that there is seldom difficulty in telling whether a body is likely to be investigated because of the possibility of murder or manslaughter. He argues that in such cases organs should not be removed, as the removal of clothing would interfere with the taking of photographs, which might constitute important evidence. However, in his experience, most cases do not fall within that category. Dr Thurston considers that coroners could give permission for organs to be removed in the majority of accident cases, including those which lead to prosecution for causing death by dangerous driving.' Accusations of hastening death 'Thirdly, doctors do not want to be accused of hastening the death of a potential donor. The Bill makes it clear that, before any organ could be removed, clinical death or brain death would have to be certified by two doctors, neither of whom was a member of the transpant team . . . 'A survey by me in West Lothian in I969 showed that 364 people out of a thousand could go for contracting-out and 3I2 for contracting-in, with ii6 against, and the balance of 208 being "Don't knows". But there seems to be a shift of opinion towards kidney donation."
The concern of the public 'In the spectacular heart operation, public opinion is concerned with the old concept of 'heart and soul', which is altogether more difficult. The Bill is basically concerned with kidneys.
Determined opposition has come from only one source -the Chief Rabbi and his staff, who would go for contracting-in but are passionately opposed to contracting-out, on grounds of freedom. I do not want to make a cheap debating point to the Rabbi or the Jewish community, but the most free form of contracting-out in western Europe is in Israel.
Perhaps here we have the example of a legislature such as our own which has rather fallen behind medical progress. Of course the wishes of the bereaved must be respected, particularly at a time of extreme emotional strain. On the other hand, we must realize that every individual refusal could prejudice the lives and futures of two other people who are for the moment still alive but seriously ill. I suspect that the Deparment is overconcerned with what it thinks may be the wishes of the relatives and underconcerned with the desperate plight of families in need of kidneys.
Let us put ourselves in the position of having a child or teenager who will die in the absence of matching tissue. Would not every one of us, as parents, be desperate to find matching tissue for a child of ours? It is for the young and middle-aged men and women and their relatives, with the prospect of useful working lives ahead of them, that I ask the Government to look sympathetically on the substance of the Bill, and the House to give the Bill a Second Reading.'
